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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-21 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 9, 1 1, 13-14 and 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. The following terms lack proper antecedence basis: 

i. Claim 9, lines 2 and 3 - it; 

ii. Claim 1 1, line 2 - the service requestor; 

iii. Claim 13, line 1 - the service requestor; 

iv. Claim 14, line 2 -it; 

v. Claim 17, lines 4 and 7 - it; 

b. The following terms render the claim indefinite: 

i. The term "every so. often" in claim 14 is a relative term which renders the 
claim indefinite. The term "every so often" is not defined by the claim, 
the specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite 
degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 10-12 and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bortoloso et al (Bortoloso), US 2003/0120782, in view of Partanen, US 2004/0205767. 

6. As per claim 1, Bortoloso taught the invention substantially as claimed including an 
Interprocessor communication network, comprising: 

a. An IPC server (pp. 003 1, 0076); 

b. One or more IPC clients coupled to the IPC server (pp. 003 1, 0080-0081). 

7. Bortoloso further taught the IPC server and IPC client to both use tables to store client 
and server information such as connection state and physical state (pp. 0031-0032) and to 
performance detecting and tuning (pp. 0082). Bortoloso did not specifically teach the IPC server 
to include an operational state table which keeps track of the operational state of the one or more 
IPC clients, the IPC server upon receiving a service request determines which from amongst the 
one or more IPC clients is best suited to handle the service request. Partanen taught to use 
operational state tables to keep track of the operational state of the one or more clients and to 
determine which from amongst the one or more clients is best suited to handle the service request 
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(pp. 001 5-001 7). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso and Partanen because Partanen's 
teaching of using operational state and determining a best client for processing request enables 
Bortoloso's network to further improve load balancing requirements by evenly distributing the 
requests loads. 

8. As per claim 10, Bortoloso taught the invention substantially as claimed including a 
method for providing intelligent targeting of nodes in an interprocessor communications network 
having one or more nodes and an IPC server coupled to the one or more nodes (pp. 003 1, 0076, 
0080-0081), comprising the steps of: 

a. Receiving a service request at the IPC server (pp. 0035-0036); 

b. Determining which of the one or more nodes can handle the service request (pp. 
0071-0072, 0082). 

9. Bortoloso further taught the IPC server and IPC client to both use tables to store client 
and server information such as connection state and physical state (pp. 003 1-0032) and to 
performance detecting and tuning (pp. 0082). Bortoloso did not specifically teach to select from 
the one or more nodes that have been determined to be able to handle the service request in step 
b) the best one to handle the service request using an operational state table located within the 
IPC server. Partanen taught to use operational state tables to keep track of the operational state 
of the one or more clients and to select from amongst the one or more clients the best one suited 
to handle the service request (pp. 0015-0017). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso and 
Partanen because Partanen' s teaching of using operational state and determining a best client for 
processing request enables Bortoloso' s network to further improve load balancing requirements 
by evenly distributing the requests loads. 

10. As per claim 1 1, Bortoloso and Partanen taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 10. Bortoloso further taught to send a message to the service requestor informing it which 
node will handle the service request (pp. 0047-0059). 

11. As per claim 12, Bortoloso and Partanen taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 1 . Bortoloso further taught to synchronize the tables (pp. 003 1 -0033). Partanen taught 
that the IPC server determines based on the operational state information which of the one or 
more nodes is best suited to perform the service being requested by the service request (pp. 
0015-0017). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso and Partanen because Partanen's 
teaching of using operational state and determining a best client for processing request enables 
Bortoloso' s network to further improve load balancing requirements by evenly distributing the 
requests loads. 

12. As per claim 15, Bortoloso and Partanen taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 1 . Bortoloso further taught the one or more nodes periodically send message to the IPC 
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server which update the information in the operational state table (synchronizing the table; pp. 
0031-0033). 

13. As per claim 16, Bortoloso and Partanen taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 1 . Partanen further taught that at least one of the one or more nodes sends a message to 
the IPC server which updates the information in the operational state table when it reaches a 
predetermined operational activity threshold level (pp. 0046). 

14. Claims 2-4 and 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bortoloso and Partanen as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Liang et al (Liang), 
US 2005/0044162. 

15. As per claim 2, Bortoloso and Partanen taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1. Bortoloso and Partanen did not specifically teach that the service request includes an 
opcode which informs the IPC server what service is being requested. Liang taught to use 
opcode in service requests to inform server what service is being requested (pp. 0052-0056). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang because Liang's teaching of using 
opcode enables Bortoloso and Partanen' s network to incorporate various operation comments in 
the service request. 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,976 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2154 

16. As per claim 3, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 2. Liang further taught to use opcode in service requests to inform server what 
service is being requested (pp. 0052-0056). Partanen further taught the IPC server upon 
receiving the service request to determine which form amongst the one or more IPC client is 
capable of supporting the requested service (pp. 0015-0017). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang because Liang's teaching of using opcode enables Bortoloso and 
Partanen 5 s network to incorporate various operation comments in the service request. 

17. As per claim 4, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 3. Bortoloso and Partanen further taught the one or more clients send message 
to the IPC server that are used by the IPC server to update the operational state table (see 
Bortoloso, pp. 0002, 0031-0034; see Partanen, pp. 0046). 

18. As per claim 6, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 4. Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang did not specifically teach that the IPC 
network is located within a radio communication device. However, Official Notice is taken that 
IPC network is well known and expected in the art to be implemented in various communication 
device. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso, Partanen, Liang's IPC network and further 
implement the IPC network into a radio communication device. 
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19. As per claim 7, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 4. Bortoloso further taught that the message sent by the one or more clients to 
the IPC server are sent periodically (synchronizing the table; pp. 0031-0033). 

20. As per claim 8, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 4. Partanen further taught that the message sent by the one or more clients to 
the IPC server are sent after each of the one or more clients reaches a certain operational usage 
threshold level (pp. 0046). 

21. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortoloso, 
Partanen, Liang as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Huetsch et al (Huetsch), US 
2002/0049842. 

22. As per claim 5, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 4. Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang did not specifically teach that the service 
requestor can request a specific node to handle the service request and the IPC server will 
monitor the operational state table in order to determine when the specific node is available to 
handle the service request. Huetsch taught a load balancing method which enables the service 
requestor can request a specific node to handle the service request and the IPC server will 
monitor the operational state table in order to determine when the specific node is available to 
handle the service request (pp. 0039, 0042-0043). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso, 
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Partanen, Liang and Huetsch because Huetsch's teaching of requestor specified request enables 
Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang's method to allow the requestors to select a node for processing 
their requests. 

23. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortoloso, 
Partanen and Liang as applied to claims 1-4 above, and further in view of Lee et al (Lee), US 
5,224,100. 

24. As per claim 9, Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 4. Bortoloso, Partanen and Liang did not specifically teach that at least one of 
the one or more IPC clients has sub-clients coupled to it and the IPC server sends the operational 
state table to it. Lee taught an IPC network to have sub-clients connected to clients (col.3, lines 
30-47; figs. 1 and 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso, Partanen, Liang and Lee because 
Lee's teaching of multi-level hierarchical network of clients guarantees Bortoloso, Partanen and 
Liang's IPC network high speed and low cost (see Lee, abstract). 

25. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortoloso 
and Partanen as applied to claim 10 above, and further in view of Huetsch et al (Huetsch), US 
2002/0049842. 
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26. As per claim 13, Bortoloso and Partanen taught the invention substantially as claimed in 
claim 1 1 . Bortoloso and Partanen did not specifically teach that the service requestor sending the 
service request of step a) can specify which of the one or more nodes it wants to have perform 
the service, and the IPC server can determine if the specified node is currently available to 
handle the service request. Huetsch taught a load balancing method which enables the service 
requestor to specify which of the one or more nodes it wants to have performs the service, and 
the IPC server can determine if the specified node is currently available for handle the service 
request (pp. 0039, 0042-0043). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso, Partanen and Huetsch 
because Huetsch' s teaching of requestor specified request enables Bortoloso and Partanen' s 
method to allow the requestors to select a node for processing their requests. 

27. As per claim 14, Bortoloso, Partanen and Huetsch taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 13. Partanen further taught to monitor and determine if the node is able to 
perform the requested service (pp. 0046-0047). Huetsch further taught the server to inform the 
service requestor that the requested node is available to perform the requested service (pp. 0040, 
0042-0045). 

28. Claims 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bortoloso et 
al (Bortoloso), US 2003/0120782, in view of Partanen, US 2004/0205767, and Lee et al (Lee), 
US 5,224,100. 
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29. As per claim 17, Bortoloso taught the invention substantially as claimed including an IPC 
network, comprising: 

a. An IPC server (pp. 003 1, 0076); 

b. One or more clients coupled to the IPC server (pp. 003 1, 0080-0081). 

30. Bortoloso further taught the IPC server and IPC client to both use tables to store client 
and server information such as connection state and physical state and provides the tables to the 
clients (pp. 003 1-0032). Bortoloso did not specifically teach that one of the one or more clients 
has at least one client coupled to it as a sub-client; and the PIC server includes an operational 
state table which keeps track of the operational state of the one or more clients. Partanen taught 
to use operational state tables to keep track of the operational state of the one or more clients and 
to select from amongst the one or more clients the best one suited to handle the service request 
(pp. 0015-0017). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Bortoloso and Partanen because Partanen's 
teaching of using operational state and determining a best client for processing request enables 
Bortoloso 5 s network to further improve load balancing requirements by evenly distributing the 
requests loads. Bortoloso and Partanen did not specifically teach that one of the one or more 
clients has at least one client coupled to it as a sub-client. Lee taught an IPC network to have 
sub-clients connected to clients (col.3, lines 30-47; figs. 1 and 3). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Bortoloso, Partanen and Lee because Lee's teaching of multi-level hierarchical network of 
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clients guarantees Bortoloso and Partanen' s IPC network high speed and low cost (see Lee, 
abstract). 

31. As per claim 1 8, Bortoloso, Partanen and Lee taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 17. Partanen further taught to determines based on the operational state 
information which of the one or more client is best suited to perform the service being requested 
by the service request (pp. 0015-0017). 

32. As per claim 19, Bortoloso, Partanen and Lee taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 17. Bortoloso and Partanen further taught the one or more clients send message 
to the IPC servers which are used to update the operational state table (see Bortoloso, pp. 0002, 
0031-0034; see Partanen, pp. 0046). 

33. As per claim 20, Bortoloso, Partanen and Lee taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 19. Bortoloso further taught the message which are used to update the 
operational state table are sent periodically to the IPC server (synchronizing the table; pp. 003 1- 
0033). 

34. As per claim 21, Bortoloso, Partanen and Lee taught the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 19. Partanen further taught that the message which are used to update the 
operational state table are sent by the one or more clients after each has reached a predetermined 
activity threshold level (pp. 0046). 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,976 
Art Unit: 2154 



Page 13 



Conclusion 

35. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Richter et al, US 2002/0107962. 
Lam et al, US 5,926,636. 
Heddaya et al, US 6,622,157. 
Majoor, US 2002/0049691. 
Keshav et al, US 5,623,605. 

"Interprocess Communication", Stanford University, October 4, 1994, pages 1-2. 
Leffler et al, "An Advanced 4.4BSD Interprocess Communication Tutorial", The Regents 
of the University of California, 1993, pages 1-37. 

36. A shortened statutory period for reply to this Office action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. 

37. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenny Lin whose telephone number is (571) 272-3968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM to 5 PM Tue.-Fri. and every other Monday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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November 1, 2005 



